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A central tenet of Cognitive Linguistics is the assumption that linguistic categorization reflects experience 
(Geeraerts & Cuyckens 2007: 3). Evidence for this principle is, for instance, given in Swanenberg (2004), 
an analysis of the names for natural concepts (six plants and three songbirds) in the Brabantic dialects of 
Dutch. This study shows that the lexicological nature of plant names (whether they are primary lexemes, 
derivations or metaphors etc.) may reflect the conceptual differentiation between natural concepts, with 
differentiation being based on familiarity and (sensorimotor) experience. The complex primary name rode 
bloem ‘red flower’, for instance, only occurs in the data to refer to a poppy (Papaver rhoeas) and the use 
of this name is based on a property of the plant that can be observed visually (its red color). In this paper, 
we further explore the relationship between the familiarity with natural concepts and the structure of the 
lexicon, but instead of looking at qualitative types of names, we focus on whether the amount of lexical 
variation for natural concepts in a particular geographical region is influenced by familiarity with the 
concepts at hand. Previous research on the relationship between the salience of a concept and lexical 
variation has shown that more salient concepts show less variation (Geeraerts & Speelman 2010, 
Speelman & Geeraerts 2009). In this paper, we aim to determine whether this also holds for plants that 
are experientially more salient, and, thus, more familiar. This hypothesis has, for instance, been 
suggested in Goossens (1964). To determine the relationship between familiarity (operationalized as plant 
frequency) and lexical diversity, we correlate non-linguistic referential data with linguistic dialect data. 
The referential data, which are used to gauge the experiential salience of the plants in Flanders, come 
from the Atlas van de flora van Vlaanderen en het Brussels Gewest ‘Atlas of the flora of Flanders and the 
Brussels Capital Region’ (Van Landuyt et al. 2006). This atlas contains the frequency of a large number of 
plants that occur naturally in Flanders and Brussels. On the one hand, it reports the relative frequency 
(expressed as the percentage of grids of 1 km²) of each plant in one of six ecologically coherent regions in 
Flanders (viz. Duinen ‘Dunes’, Kempen ‘Campine district’, Leemstreek ‘Loamy region’, Maasvallei ‘valley 
of the river Maas’, Polders ‘Polder region’ and Zand- en zandleemstreek ‘Sandy and sand-loamy region’). 
On the other hand, it includes information regarding the absolute number of grids in which a plant was 
found for the entire region of Flanders and Brussels.  
The linguistic data come from the digitized databases of the dictionaries of the Brabantic, Limburgish and 
Flemish dialects (WBD, chapter III.4.1 Flora; WLD, chapter III.4.1 Flora and WVD, chapter III.3 Flora). We 
consider several measures that quantify lexical diversity per plant: the number of unique lexemes per 
plant, the type-token ratio per plant (with the number of types equal to the number of unique lexemes per 
plant and the number of tokens calculated as the total number of records per plant) and Guiraud’s index of 
lexical richness per plant (see for instance Tweedie & Baayen 1998). By linking the dialect data to the 
(local or global) plant frequency data, we can determine whether frequent (and, thus, more familiar) plants 
show less lexical diversity than infrequent plants. 
References 
Geeraerts, Dirk & Hubert Cuyckens. 2007. Introducing Cognitive Linguistics. In Dirk Geeraerts & Hubert 
Cuyckens (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics, 1–21. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 
Geeraerts, Dirk & Dirk Speelman. 2010. Heterodox concept features and onomasiological heterogeneity in 
dialects. In Dirk Geeraerts, Gitte Kristiansen & Yves Peirsman (eds.), Advances in Cognitive 
Sociolinguistics, 23-40. Berlin/New York: De Gruyter Mouton. 
Goossens, Jan. 1964. Enkel- en veeltoepasselijkheid van betekenaars op de taalkaart. In Jan Goossens 
& Jan Van Bakel. Taalgeografie en semantiek (Bijdragen en mededelingen der Dialectencommissie 
van de Koninklijke Nederlandse akademie van wetenschappen te Amsterdam 28), 3-27. Amsterdam: 
Noord-Hollandsche uitgeversmaatschappij. 
Speelman, Dirk & Dirk Geeraerts. 2009. The role of concept characteristics in lexical dialectometry. 
International journal of humanities and arts computing 2. 221–242. 
Swanenberg, Jos. 2004. Kolbloemen, bloedpaters en manebladen versus zoetelief en luitentuit. Bronnen 
van lexicale variatie in de Brabantse flora en fauna. Taal & Tongval 56. 19–47. 
Tweedie, Fiona J. & R. Harald Baayen. 1998. How Variable May a Constant be? Measures of Lexical 
Richness in Perspective. Computers and the Humanities 32. 323–352. 
Van Landuyt, Wouter, Ivan Hoste, Leo Vanhecke, Paul van den Bremt, Ward Vercruysse. & Dirk de Beer. 
2006. Atlas van de Flora van Vlaanderen en het Brussels Gewest. Brussel: Instituut voor natuur- en 
bosonderzoek, Nationale Plantentuin van België & Flo.Wer. 
WBD = Swanenberg, Jos & Har Brok. 2002. Woordenboek van de Brabantse Dialecten. Deel III, 4.3, 
Flora. Assen: Van Gorcum. 
WLD = Kruijsen, Joep & Har Brok. 2002. Woordenboek van de Limburgse dialecten. Deel III, 4.3, Flora. 
Assen: Van Gorcum. 
WVD = De Pauw, Tineke, Jacques Van Keymeulen & Har Brok. 2002. Woordenboek van de Vlaamse 
dialecten. Deel III, 3: Flora. Tongeren: Michiels. 
 
